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DETAILED ACTION 
i> This action is in response to Applicant's amendment, filed 8.25.2006. Claims 1, 28, 29, 
and 30 are amended. Claim 14 is cancelled. Claims 1-15 and 28-31 are presented for further 
examination. 

2> Applicant was correct that the previous action was a non-final rejection and was 
erroneously indicated as final. However, this action is a final rejection. 

Response to Arguments 

I. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are not 

PERSUASIVE. 

Applicant argues in substance: (A) Barry fails to teach the amended features of claim 
1; (B) Barry fails to teach a midlevel manager; and (C) Barry does not disclose separate 
segmentation of service modules from a remote services infrastructure. Applicants 
arguments are not persuasive for the following reasons. 

A. Barry teaches the amended limitations of claim 1. 

Applicant amends claim 1 to recite an infrastructure communications portion, the 
communications portion providing physical network communications and supporting a 
communications module that includes a queuing module which provides data 
communications integrity. Applicant argues that Barry does not teach these claimed features. 

However, contrary to Applicant's argument, Barry does disclose the claimed features. 
Barry discloses an infrastructure communications portion that provides physical network 
communications [Figure 2 | column 3 «line 63» to column 4 «line 2» | column 4 «lines 55~63»]. 
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Barry utilizes a series of server clusters to construct a network to deliver services and 
messages between the client and the service providers. Additionally, Barry discloses that the 
communications module includes a queuing module that queues data through the remote 
services infrastructure [column 32 «lines 45-50»]. Based on the cited sections, the Office 
submits that Barry discloses the amended limitations of claim 1. 

B. Barry teaches a midlevel manager that performs the same functions as 
claimed. 

With respect to claim 29, Applicant argues that Barry does not disclose an 
intermediate mid-level manager. While the specific terminology is not utilized, Barry 
discloses an element that has the same functionality of Applicant's claimed mid-level 
manager. Claim 29 states that the midlevel manager is responsible for providing transaction 
integrity, redundancy and data queue management. 

In the Office's view, Barry's midrange servers are analogous. Barry discloses that the 
midrange servers are responsible for various data management and transaction functionality 
[column 9 «line io» to column 10 «line I3»]. Additionally, the midrange servers provide 
queue management [column 32 «lines 45-5o»], Barry's queue provides transaction integrity in 
times when transactions cannot be sent because it queues transactions in order to resend 
them when a successful send is possible. 

C. Barry teaches service modules separately segmented from the infrastructure 
and from each other. 

Barry expressly discloses that "each remote service provided includes its own user 

interface unit, referred to as a client application, independently implemented of one another 

and the backplane " (emphasis added) [column 4 «lines 3~5»]. Barry's backplane is analogous 
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to Applicant's claimed services infrastructure, as the backplane is responsible for controlling 
service delivery and providing services data management [column 3 «line 6^» to column 4 
«line 2»]. 

Further, Bany expressly discloses that "[a]lthough the client applications are 
independently developed as separate modules, the interface of the present invention 
integrates the client applications into one unified system" (emphasis added) [column 4 «lines 
5-o»]. Therefore, based on these explicit teachings, Barry discloses services modules that are 
not only segmented from one another but the services infrastructure as well. This conclusion 
is further supported by the fact that the service modules are downloaded to the client based 
on a client's desired services [abstract | Figure 4 «item 82» | column 2 «lines 34~46»]. If, as 
Applicant argues, Barry's modules are not segmented from the service infrastructure, then 
the modules would be fixed to the infrastructure. However, Barry discloses that the modules 
must be separate because they can be downloaded separately to the client. 

II. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive and Applicant's 
amendments do not distinguish the claimed invention over the prior art references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § ioz 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 

the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -, 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
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except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international 
application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

3> The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action, see non-final rejection filed 4.17.2006. Only those claims that 
were amended are formally addressed in this action. 

4> Claim 1-2 and 6-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by Barry et 
al. (6,615,258). 

5> In regards to claim 1, Barry et al. discloses a remote services architecture (fig. 1, col. 6 

11. 55-67, col. 7 11. 1-12) comprising: 

• a remote services infrastructure (16, 18), the infrastructure controlling remote service 
delivery and providing remote services data management (col. 3 U. 64-67, col. 4 11- 1- 
2.; 20-28, col. 7 H- 5-12) 1 the remote services infrastructure including an infrastructure 
communications portion, the infrastructure communications portion providing 
physical network communications [Figure 2 | column 3 «line 6?» to column 4 «line 
2» : Barry's midrange servers providing network communications to the services 
infrastructure], the infrastructure communications portion supporting a 
communications module, the communications module including a queuing module 
[column 32 «lines 45-5Q»L the queuing module queuing data sent through the remote 
services infrastructure to provide data communications integrity [column 32 «lines 
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45~5Q» : where Barry's queuing module insures communications integrity by queuing 
messages when they cannot be transmitted]; and 

• a service module (20,12,10), the service module interacting with the remote services 
infrastructure to provide a specific service ( col. 6 11. 57-67, col. 7 11. 35-56), 

• the service module being segmented from the remote services infrastructure (fig. 1). 

Claim Rejections -3$USC§ 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6> The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action, see non-final rejection filed 4.17.2006. Only those claims that 
were amended are formally addressed in this action. 

7> Claim 3, 4 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barry 
et al. (6,615,258) in view of Conner et al. (US 6,816,882). 



8> As to claim 28, as it is does not teach or further define over the previously claimed 
limitations, it is similarly rejected for at least the same reasons set forth in claims 1-4. 
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Additionally, Barry discloses that the service modules are separately segmented from each 
other [column 4 «lines i-9»]. 

9> Claim 5 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barry et al. 
(6,615,258) in view of Shah et al. (US 6,243,451)). 

io> Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barry. 

n> As to claim 29, Barry discloses a remote services architecture comprising: 

a remote services infrastructure, the remote services infrastructure controlling remote 
service delivery and providing remote services data management [abstract - "providing data 
management services" | column 3 «lines 34~63»], the remote services infrastructure including 

a remote services proxy, the remote service proxy providing an application program 
interface to systems management systems [column 28 «lines 53-65»]; 

an intermediate mid level manager coupled to the remote services proxy, the 
intermediate mid level manager providing transaction integrity and data queue management 
[Figure 2 «item 30» | Figure 10 | Figure 16(b) | column 16 «lines 5-i9»]; and 

an application server providing persistent storage or remote services infrastructure 
information [column 4 «lines 44-54»]; and 

a plurality of service modules coupled to the application server, the plurality of 
service modules interacting with the remote services infrastructure to provide a specific 
service, the plurality of service modules being segmented from the remote services 
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infrastructure and from each other [Figure 2 : coupled to the application server through the 
web server | Figure 7 | column 4 «lines \ column 6 «line 55» to column 7 «line 4» : ]. 

Barry discloses mid level servers responsible for various data management and 
transaction functionality [column 9 «line io» to column 10 «line I3»] but does not expressly 
disclose providing redundancy. However, redundancy is a well known principle in the art. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have motivated to provide redundancy to the system 
to ensure data integrity. For example, Barry discloses providing redundancy to web servers 
[column 59 «lines 56-57»]. 

I2> As to claim 30, as it does not teach or further define over the previously claimed 
limitations, it is similarly rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claims 2-4. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Ternullo et al, U.S Patent Publication No. 2002I0040388; 
Hasan et al, U.S Patent Publication No. 2003I0028624; 
Russell, U.S Patent Publication No. 2003(0069938. 



THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is 571.272.3942. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday-Friday [7:30 AM to 4:30 PM]. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 57i.272.39 I 3- The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




